
Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RuleniaKirlg (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religiolJs brcadc:Jst2r
conscientiousiy aojects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking lthe
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. "'!!

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access reqUirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the mess~lge. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific edttorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who prodUced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
-NPRM-), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access reqUirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious, programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the localism Notice of Proposed RUlemJklri?((th'e'"
"NPRM"), released Jan, 24, 2008, in MB Docket No, 04-233,

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights, A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted,

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values, The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates, Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming, The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public aocess requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message, The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion,

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information, The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices,

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing, The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters, Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings,

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations, Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge, Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submtt the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RulemakirJg (tbe .
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ' . ~

Any new FCC rules, policies, or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their value'S. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected edttorlal choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system In which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electrictty flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RWernat<ing (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations. especially religious broadcasters. to take advice from
people who do not share their ValUElS. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitulional mandales. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictaled by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produoed what programs would intrude on
constftulionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stalions. Keeping the electricity Dowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a slation is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge the FCC nolto adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Isubmltthe foIIcMing 00IIlIJIIIii1lB In IBllPOIlI8to lhe lD"sl' II NolIc8 ofPlCljJtll8Cl RdeillllldlllJ,O!,~",Ie.'",A", 1,3 20C3
"NPRM"), i ,I,ancI JIm. 24, 2008, In MB DockIlt No. 04-233. F _

My rift FCC ruIas, poIIcle8 or pI'llC8dln8 must notvloIaIe rAtAliIlllllmeJll righIs. A number of
prqlfCBBlB dIlIcuBUd InlheNPRM, Iflllacted,wouIddo8O-Mldmustnatbe~

(1) Tha FCC must not fon::e Illdlo sIalIons, especlaIIy reIlgious Ill... It l'1, to !like adVICe from
people who do not share their varues. Tha NPRM's p10p0sed advisoiy board p1llplJaala would Impose such
llIICOI18liIUIl mandalss. ReligIous 11Iosdl I BIerswho I8IIieI advica from lhosewho don't share lhair
vatues could face lua aaBBII hal saalIent. conlplaints and even loss of license fIlr I:tIOOlliJIQ to follow lhelr own
ClllIllCIences, iBlherthan aIIoIIing IncoIllpIiIIIbIe viewpoiJlIB to shepe their pitJ9illluuiijj. Tha first
AmendmenI piohlbll& gcMiilUi61l, Including the FCC. from diclaIIilQ what viaWpoInls a broIick aatlli,
paJlIculaI1y a religious bill8dcll d ; I, must jli'aB Bnt.

(2) Tha FCC must not tum IINfII'J iliIdlo slBIion into a public tbrum when!I anyone MId IINfII'JOII8 haS
rights to air lime. Proposed piJJJIc lICC8Il8 JBqlJii8l1llll lis would do 80- even ifa i8IIgious bi. radcMler
consclenIiousIyobjeclsIDthe n I I ge. Tha FlrstAmeudmelllforbldslmpoelliollofmeaaagedellveiy
mandetB8 on any religion.

(3) Tha FCC must not fon::e i1MlIaIion of lljlIIGiflC eiliIIlrIlII dBc:iIioiHnakIn lufouusliolL Tha choice
ofprogianulliig, fIlIIlIIda'IY nlIigIou8 PI...albidiig, Is not jlilljllll1y dUaled by any goveiidiM agency- and
propoeslsto fon::e I'IIjlilI1Ing on such lhingii • who produced what pillgiailS would InliUde on
COI'lIlIlIuIion ediIDriaI chok:es.

(4) Tha FCC must not IIIIIe'1Ms!1 a twl>4ienJd nul8Wlll sysIBm In which ClIIlaln bueISwould be
aUkllllallcal~' barred from IOIIline R111li,1IIIi appIicalIon prco ! a . ijj. 1lle proposed IIIlIildalDiy SjlllCiaI r.-aI
revIeW ofceiIaIn cia.Baa ofaptMcai dB by the CUlId. I •0I1li1'8111aJnae1\18s would lIIIIOlIIIlto coercion of
religIoUs broadI:asIers. 'Tho&8who "lIU8to their c:onsciencIlr and..-.only the mB aaagaB they
corraspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and polaillially IUiloU8I"lUlI" proceedings.

(5) Many CIuiIilIan lJJtI8di aales Ojlilialll 01\ tight budgllIs, • do many smaller IIIlIIkat sacuIar
stalIon8. KeepIng the elecbicil)' lIoWIng Is ollIIln a chel'silge. Yet, the Coimi iraioh propoaes to furIher
squeeze nlche and smatIer maJIcBt broaoifo II iriS, by SUbaI8nIiliIIy ralslng coats In two ways: (a) by I1lqIiilng
staff pr8IIllIICIl whenever a station is Oil the air and, (b) bytl.llher iesblcllllg main BIIIdio IocaIion choices.
RaIsing coatswith theBe proposale woukIlbJce sarvlce cuItiaclIs- and CUItaiIed sarvlce Is COl••Yto the
public lntenull

we urge the FCC notkI adopt IUIes, pIJ'llll8dIns or policies cI!sclla aac1111iove.
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I submit the foUowing commentllin response to the lJxellsm Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng (theN4i' 7 '1
"NPRMj. IlIIBBBed Jan. 24, 2008, In MB Docket No. 04-233. . '. • • 20C3

Ally new FCC rules, poIldea or procedures must not vIoI8le First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals d18Cll8sed In the NPRM, If enacted, would do 80 - and must not be adopled.

(1) The FCC mU8l not force radio stations, especially religious bnladce8lers, to teke advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resi8I advice from those who don't share their
values could face ina eBsed harassment, complaints and~ loss of Rcense for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompalible viewpoints to shape their programming. The Fm
Amendment prohibits government. including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious bIoadce8ler, must preeenl.

(2) The FCC myst not lUm every radio station Into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requilllment8 would do 80 - even ifa religious broadcaster
consclentlously objects to the message. The First Amendment foJbids imposition of message dalivaly
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force reveIalion of specific edltoriaI decisiorHnaking information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, Is not properly diclaled by any government agency - and
proposals to 1on:e reporting on such things BIB who produced what programs would intrude on
constltutlonally-protecled editorial choic:es.

(4) The FCC mU8l not establish a two-tlered renewal syslem in which certain Iicenaeas would be
automatically barred from routine renewal appIicaIion proc aeeing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain dasses of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coerclon of
religious broadcaster8. Thoee who slay tnle to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensIVe and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters opeiate on tight budgels, BIB do many smatler market secular
stations. Keeping the eteclricity!towing is often a challenge. Yel, the Commis8Ion prop1l eeBto further
squeeze niche and smaRer market broadcasters, by substenIiaIIy raising coats In two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further reslrlcling main SlUdio location choiceB.
Raising COBIa with theBe proposals would force -w:e cuIbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public Interest.

we urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or poIlcies dlSCll8Sed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulem<J1<ioo (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. .

Any new FCC rules. policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if ,~nacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people 'Nhe do not sr1arc their values. TrlC NPRM's proposed advIsory bOClrd proposals would impose SUerl
l.lr.conf.litunon~! mand;]tef~ Reliq:()U~; bro3(~G3f.tf::rS \Nho ref-1st advice from thof,e who don't share their
vatues could fa·:e increased harassmsnt, COmplaints and even loss of jicense fGr chGosing to folio"}; their OINn
',:e:·:'':Ocren:::ss, r~~~ier 1han a~~C',t'i'!ng lncGrnpatibic 'licv/pO:,TIS io shape their programrrm1g. The Fii':i{
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We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the ' li

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. '

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, il enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

we urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Arry new FCC rules. policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. ReligiOUS broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station inlo a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public eccess requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beiiefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 MAR 13 ZOGS
, .1 submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed ~l~a~ing(the

'NPRM ), released Jan. 24, 2008, In MB Docket No. 04-233 . .

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice
from people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board
proposals would impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who
resist advice from those who don't share their values could face increased harassment,
complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather
than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a
broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and
everyone has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so ­
even if a religious broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First
Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information.
The choice of prograrruning, especially religious prograrruning, is not properly dictated
by any government agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who
produced what programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees
would be automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The
proposed mandatory special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the
Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those
who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they correspond to
their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market
secular stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the
Commission proposes to further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by
substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff presence whenever a
station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices. Raising
costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is
contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature

'0300 Pemb(l)()K 0" EIKh,rt,IN ofl,'il7
Address



Title (if any)

Organization (if any)

Phone



Comments in Response to Localism NotIce of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 N;',r 7:J

l) Znt>
I submit the following commen1s in response to the localism Notice of Proposed Rulpinaking (the veJ

"NPRMj. relea3ed Jan. 24, 2008. in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules. policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment righls. A number of
proposals discus&ed in the NPRM. if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious blOoocaslen., to lake advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proJmsals wou impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadCasters who resist advice from those who don't their
values could race inaeased harassment. complaints and even loss of license for choosing follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their PiO!llanulling. The irst
Amendment prohibits government including the FCC, from dic:laIing what viewpoints a bro+asb!r,
particularly a religious broadcaster. must present

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religliciou~S::=;::;
conscientiouSlY objects to the m as age The Fust Amendment forbids imposition of m delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of spec:iIic edilDriaI dec:ision-makingg :i=:;. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any 9 agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude
constitutionally~otee:Ied edilDrial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered_I system In which certain~~~~WO~UIdbeautomatically barred from routine ren-aI appIicatioiI Piocassing. The Pioposed mandatoJy . ~
review of certain class as of appIicanIs by the Commissioners thernseIves would amount to • of
religious broado aslels. Those who stay true to their COIIscien<:es and present only the they
comaspond to their beliefs could face long, expensiIIe and potentially ruinous_I

(5) Many Christian broadcasteIs operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller mark secular
stations. Keeping the eIeclric:ity flowing is ofIen a challenge. Yet, the Commission to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two wayS: ( ) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and. (Il) by~ restricting main studio choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is co to the
public interest

we urge the FCC not to adopt rules. procedures or policies discua-i above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

NAR 1320GS
I submit the following comments in response to the Locaiism Notice of Proposed RUlemaki~ i,

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ' '.,

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates, Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically banred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religiOUS broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
statt presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemeking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any n_ FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values, The NPRM's proposed advisoIy board proposals would impose such
unconstilulional rnandales. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face inaeesed haraument, cornpIainlB and even io&& of IicenH for choosiIl9 to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. Tha First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a reIlgious broedcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. Tha First Amendment fofbkIs imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. Tha choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government lIQllRCY - and
proposals to force reporting on such things es who produoed what programs would intrude on
constilulionaIly-plotected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a lwo-liered renewal system in which certain licensus would be
automaticaly barred from routine renewal application processing, Tha proposed rnandaloIy special~
review of certain cia I ses ofapplicants by the Commiesio.'1Elf'lIlhernseIVes would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their conecienoes andp-nonly the massages they
correspond to their beliefs could face tong, 8JCP8I)Sive and potentially ruinous renewal~.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters opeIate on light budgets, es do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the eIeclricIIy flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the COlillllissicm propcrs to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by reqUiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the1lir and, (b) by further nestIlcling main studio IocaIion choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacIcs - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

we urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking l?ecCiv"1 -
. "

MB Docket No. 04-233 ..
1%

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUle~king (thJ 3(Ol'S
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. "'~·C!,. u

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

MAR 13 Z008
['-f" c .

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUlemakiild (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take adVice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously Objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by reqUiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Coumi8lilSln AI ~ 11II18 til I.-*"'NoIIce of Pnlp1l11 d RuIemBIdng
_ DacIlIIItNo..lM-233

Arrt~ FCC ruIe6, poIIcIelI or JIIlIQIdures must not vIoIIle FinltMIII~'" A numblIr of
proposall dI!M:lllIBd In the NPRM,If ei8Cl8d. would do 10- andlllUlt not be IIlk4*d

(1) TheFCC IIIlJlIt not fOn:e radio iilalIorJa. eepBeiaIIy religiousb1~ I' 2 S. to fake adVICe flOm
people WhO do not lIharetf1BlrvalueS. The NPRM's propoeetJ advisoIy bc8nl PilliiDS lis would impose such
unc:onsllIuIlon IIIaIldalell. ReligIous bIwd::aslers Who Rl1Ist advice Iiom those WhO don't Ilhare \heir
vatues CDUId face bu Sa Id l8"a a10"'" can_dlllIlll--. loss of Icense for choo8II sg to1IlIIowlheirown
00I1llCiencBB, rather than aIIowirV InCDinpllible vIewpoinIs to 1hBpetheir piiJijl_,dng. The Flist
Amendment pioldbli»pel........ including the FCC. mlllllitlatilig whet vilwJpoidll a ....OB' h ' r.
paIticuIarly a RlIIgIous broadcaala •must pn!ISnl

(2) The FCC must opt tum fINf1f'J Il!IIIIo slIIIion into a publicforum wlwe lII'lYOlI8 and everyone haS
rights to airtime. Ptupoeed PId:8CClIll81'lJqUiiemB1d11 would do 10- even ifa~ bloadtast..
COl18CIBnIloU8I objecls to the message The FlistAmendment forbids InJflO1lllun of ma saage deliveIy
mandates on any religion,

(3) The FCC IIlUllt not force raHilli'm of specific ediIDriaI dldliIA HlI8king illfonil8lion. The cholce
ofPfDlll8lil1lilll.llIIIMlC'8IIY l8IIgIo!l8 progI8I.Ullilll.ls not popedy til Mild by any govemment ageney- and
PiUIlllsBlBtofon:e repoItIIlg on such 1t*lgB 88 WhO prodl.K:ed whatpliJijla,1S would iIllnIdeOll
CIlI1lIIiIuIIclllteGlBd ediIDrIaI choices.

(4) The FCC IIIlJlItnot1llll8bllsh a two-fI8red 18loewalS)'IlIBm In whlch c:erIaIn als III would be
aulOnlllllcalv b8mId fIom rouIine l'IlIlewal appII! '8Iion prIX UBi Ill- The PfllIJ4lI8d...ld8Iuiy speciallllI1ElW8I
I'BVIew of cerIaIn elm all ofawBccudll by the COilUllfsBkui81'8111clm8ehle8 wodd 8IIIlUIt to COBI'Cion of
religious broadc:B8feI8. Those Who _1IUll to tf1BIr COIlllcieilCll$ and pn!S 5 It orIy the mE mgee \hey
conespund to IheIr beliefs CDUId face long, expeIlSiIIl!llllll jlOIIIlI&tiaIIY ruInoUs lee zN81 pnx;eedlngs.

(5) M8ny CtJlBfIan bRl8dca8lels opel. llIIlIght budgeIs, as do many smallernBket SllCUI8r
IJIations, KeepIng the eIeclrIcIly1lowirsg Is often 8 chllllenge. Yet, the ca,ulCin'oli propolll to further
squeeze niche and ernaIIer nBket bI...88lers, by 8lIIJfltBdiaBy raising coets in two ways: (I) by requiring
&tlIlfprlBEnce wmsne-- Illfalion 18 on the air and, (b) by further ,iiSlJiclhlg msin BIUdIo IDcalIun choiuae.
Rai8Ing coetswith the8e propo a Ie woukI force II8IVice eulbecks-1Illl cutaIIed lIBIVice Is COImay to the
public Inteiest.

we wge the FCC nut to adopl ndee, procedl.ns or puIIciee dl8an!sd 8Ilove.
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WJDT
FM 106.5

'lfOM lUtJa'e~
(865) 993-3639
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NEWS

Receive

FCC: Comments in Response to Report on Broadcast Localism and
Notice of proposed Rulemaking. ME docket # 04-233

!llarch 6, 2008

(1) Require that main studios be physically located in a station's community of license.

This would shut down my operation. After nearly 20 years, I have paid for the
building from which I operate both stations WJDT and WBGQ. In this present
economy, there is no way that I could afford two different buildings in two
new locations. Add to that additional staff plus new STL licenses if even
available plus double office expense and double utility costs. This move would
probably shut down most small market stations Which are now struggling just to
survive.

(2) Eliminate unattended operation of broadcast stations.

For small market stations like mine, this would probably eliminate night time
operations. For my operation with co-located studios in the same building, I
can react immediately to any emergency situation and immediately broadcast on
both stations. I live two miles from my studios and can be in the studio in
less than 5 minutes from my home. If this becomes a rule, then I suspect most
small market stations would have to suspend night time operations. How would
this serve the pUblic interest?

It seems almost like this is an organized attempt to penalize radio stations who
are already SUffering from a poor economy amid rising operating costs.

I hope you will consider the downside of these and some other proposals that will
place such a burden on small market stations that many may have to sell or cease
operations. Please give this long and careful consideration.

Thank you in advance.

Sincerely,
.&4J"fL /}D~.

Clark~er &
General Manager of
WJDT FM & WBGQ FM

----
~-.. .._----

----- '--



Stephen A. Konopka
N5447 Ray Road
De Pere, WI 54115
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Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington DC 20554

FC~' .
., ,', ~ ".'

COMMENTS ON NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING - MB DOCKET 04-233.

Dear Sirs;

I respectfully sUbmit my qualifications in this matter as having served a lifelong career
of 39 years as a broadcast station duty operator, Chief Operator and technical
consultant for a diverse variety of U.S. radio broadcast stations. Additionally, for the
past twenty-three years and to the present time, I function as the FCC-appointed co­
chairman for the East-Central Wisconsin area Emergency Alert System.

During my tenure as a FCC-licensed duty operator/announcer between 1969 and
1979, I directly experienced several occasions and circumstances whereby the initial
incoming source of vital news or emergency information for broadcast was supplied by
the listening pUblic, who called in via telephone. The combination of the on-premises
station operator making initial relevant transmissions, as well as his then summoning
additional station personnel when necessary resulted in a prompt, critical service to the
Community of License.

Today, I believe it to be unsatisfactory that a growing majority of radio broadcast
stations have either minimal or no real-time contact with their Community of License ­
no answered telephone, and occasionally, locked doors and a vacated, robotically­
programmed station even during business hours.

As a supporter of new technologies as is exemplary of the EAS, I have observed that
this system seems satisfactory, but for only a limited scope of emergency information
dissemination. Furthermore, I have seen evidence that this system of unattended "black
boxes" has a notable rate of failure, both on a technical level and also due to the fact
that in many cases, the EAS message originator consists of a non-broadcast agency
which, due in part to its non-broadcast background and apparent higher-priority
obligations to other parties, has resulted in erroneous messages or no action at all. In
my region, some of these agencies even fail at times to transmit a scheduled EAS
Required Monthly Test.

It accordingly is my firm view that on the merits of emergency alerting reliability alone, I
fully support the Commission in advancing with Rulemaking, specifically
requiring Duty Operators during all hours of station operation under MB Docket
04-233.

Continued Next Page
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Perhaps most paramount in achieving a part of the desired effects of this proceeding
however. will be the proficiency and obligation requirements of station Duty Operators.
Subsequent to the Commission's elimination of Operator Licensing, cases of operator
carelessness and mistakes have been documented which have not only caused
incompliant station technical operation, but have also impeded emergency alert
transmissions on several occasions. Aside from re-instituting FCC Operator Licensing. I
suggest that the Commission consider endorsing various certifications offered by the
Society of Broadcast Engineers. In any case, it remains my firm opinion that station duty
operators must prove their competence through some binding mechanism.

A number of licensees responding to MB Docket 04-233 cite potential hardship in the
event they are required to upgrade their level of local community contact. This appears
to contrast the fact that in my region, a significant number of smaller rural stations have
continued through the years to maintain dedicated, community-oriented operation while
apparently remaining financially viable.

Respectfully Submitted,

~ "'LVI"
!=-f---:--;:----:---/-­

Step en A. Konopka,
Broadcast Field Engineer

FCC Lie. # PG-18-19007
SBE Cert. # 2641

Dated-----:SA_&~·),--0_-8=--

Daytime Phone: (920) 336-3541
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I submit the following c:ammenblin !e8pOIlIe to the LO' BIlI"1 NolIce of PnIpoeed Rullllllllldng (lI1e u"

"NPRM"). rllellled Jan. 24, 2008. In MB Docket No. 04-233.

IvIy Il8W FCC ru/es, poIIcleB or procedures must not vioIlIIe FIrstAmendment rlghla. A number of
JlI'CltlDlatl diIlcuSI selin \he NPRM. If enected, would do 80 - and must not be adopIed.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stalIons, especially religious b1oed' 5BIII1I, to take advice from
people who do not share their vatues. The NPRM's proposed adVisoIy boerd PioposaIs would impose such
unconstillJllonl mandates. Religious brcedcsltere who resist advice from lho8e who don' share their
vaIue& couJd face Ina BII IcI twnesment, compIainls and even Illes of license fOr choosing to follow their own
conscierIcelI, rather than allowing lncompaIibIe viewpoints to shape their Pllllll'llUHnlng. The First
Amendment prohIbils govermlWlt, Including \he FCC. from dIctaIIng what Villwpllinls e broack sster.
particularly e rellgIousblOlldcaslel. muetprusnl

(2) The FCC !ll!!IIt not tum f!N8fIJ radio sl:IIIlon lnlo II pubflC fOrum where anyone and f!N8fIJOIlll has
~ to air lime. Ptopueed pubIlc access requlramenIs would do 80 - even ifII reI/gious b1lJ8dCaSler
conscientiously objec:IB to \he message, The First Amendment forbids ImpoBIllon 01 message de/iveIy
mandataa on any 18IIgion.

(3) The FCC must not force llBIIeIaIion of specific edilorIaI declsioIHnaIcIn InfOliu8lIoIL The chok:e
of programming, espec:llllJy religIoua prograuunlnQ, Is not propedy diclatied by any govemmenl agency- and
prOJlC..to force reportlng on such things 88 who produced what programs would lnIrude on
COIlIllltuliorl edIloIIaI choices,

(4) The FCC must not estaIlllsh etwo-tlered remwaI system in which cerIaln llcenlees would be
automalIcaIIy bamld trom routlne ret__ eppIiclIIlon poc BlBing. The proposed malidallliy special renewal
review of cer1aln danes ofappIlcanlB by \he COlllndsslollen~would amount to coercion 01
reIlg/ous broadc:asIieI1l Those who sI8Y true to their COllIlCiences and prellnt only the mil Bges lhey
correspond to their beliefs couJd face long, expflIlSIve and jdstdially RJInous renewal proc:eedIngll.

(5) Many ChristIan broadc:lIsliIlr OJlIliale on tight budga/B, es do many smaller Ill8lket \I8Qllar
ll\8IIonS. KeepIng the electricity ftowing Is oftan a chaIIange. Yet, the CommislIIonp~ II! to fUrther
squeEl%tl niche and smaIIar Ill8lket bIlledeastels, bysUbstanlial1y raising COllI8ln two ways: (a) by requiring
etsff presence~a sl:IIIlon Is on the airand. (Il) by further restrictilig main sludio IocaIion choices.
RaIsing COllI8 wilh these proposals would force -w:e culbBcks - and curtailed servIee Is COllInii')' to the
pubic Interest

VIle urge \he FCC not to adopt IUIae, pnx:adures or poIIcleB dIsC' lIS sci abo1Ie.
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